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All persons are by nature free and independent, and have certain natural and unalienable rights, among which are those of 
enjoying and defending life and liberty, of acquiring, possessing, and protecting property, and ofpursuing and obtaining safety 
and happiness. — Article 1, Section 1, New Jersey State Constitution 

- 


San Francisco Cops Oppose 
Gun Ban 

By Michael Nevin, Jr. Southern Station 

The San Francisco Gun Ban 
Initiative (Proposition H) will appear on 
the ballot in November. Several 
supervisors [city council members] have 
touted the ban as a step in curbing 
violence and increasing public safety. 
After careful review, the The S.F. Police 
Officers Association (POA) does not 
support the proposed ballot initiative that 
would nullify the personal choice of city 
residents to lawfully possess a handgun 
for selfdefense purposes. 

The proposed ordinance would 
prohibit S.F. residents from possessing 
any handgun, and they would have 90 
days to relinquish their property. The 
sale, manufacture, and distribution of 
firearms would be prohibited. Visitors to 
the city would not be subject to the ban 
if they are in compliance with applicable 
laws. 

The role members of the police 
department, represented by the POA, 
will play in any door-to-door gun 
confiscation scheme is cause for 
concern.... 

National Statistics and Studies Do Not 
Favor the Handgun Ban Argument 
‘According to the National Crime 
Victimization Survey, conducted from 
1993 through 2001, violent crime 
declined 54%; weapon violence was 
down 59%, and firearm violence 
decreased by 63%. [“Weapon Use and 
Violent Crime, 1993-2001,” National 
Crime Victimization Survey, U.S. 
Department of Justice] 

*A study conducted by the Centers 
for Disease Control released in 2003 
found no proof to support the claim that 
gun-control laws are effective in 
preventing violence. The task force 


found firearms-related injuries declined 
since 1993 despite approximately 4.5 
million new firearms sold each year. 
[Washington Times, Editorial, 10/7/03] 
‘In December of 2004, the 
National Academy of Sciences 
released the findings of a study: 
“Firearms and Violence: A Critical 
Review.” “Current research and data 
on firearms and violent crime are too 
weak to support strong conclusions 
about the effects of various measures 
to prevent and control gun violence,” 
according to the panel. “Firearms and 
Violence: A Critical Review,” National 
Academy of Sciences, 12/16/04] 

‘Guns are used defensively, 
according to some estimates, more 
than 2 million times annually - four 
times more than the estimated use of a 
gun in commission of a crime. 
[Estimates are as high as 2.5 million 
times annually for defensive uses 
based on research by Gary Kleck, 
Criminologist] 

Case Study—Washington D.C. 

Washington D.C. provides a 
glimpse into gun prohibition after it 
banned handguns in 1976. How 
successful has our nation’s capital 
been in reducing violence? D.C. has 
consistently been dubbed “Murder 
Capital U.S.A.,” dating back to the early 
1990s. The Department of Justice 
found that guns accounted for 80 
percent of Washington D.C.’s 
homicides between 1985 and 1994. 
[Ryan, Joan, “Guns are a bad idea, but 
so is ban,” San Francisco Chronicle, 
12/23/04] With a murder rate nearly 8 
times the national rate, it is clear that 
something is not working. [Crime in the 
States, 2003, Federal Bureau of 
Investigation] 

Washington D.C. had a 
homicide rate of 44.2 per 100,000 


population in 2003, while San 
Francisco had a homicide rate of 8.9 
per 100,000 in 2003. D.C. had more 
than double the overall violent crime 
rate when compared to San Francisco 
in 2003. [Ibid.} 

Societal Problem Not a Gun Problem 

We need to look no further 
than across the bay in Oakland to find 
anecdotal evidence highlighting the 
need for citizens to have lifesaving 
options when facing violent encounters. 
Patrick McCullough has spent a 
decade reporting drug dealers to 
police. He is the face of the law-abiding 
citizen who lives with urban terror. 
When McCullough shot and wounded 
someone he believed was posing a 
threat to him, the Alameda County 
D.A.’s office found that McCullough 
acted in self-defense. [Lee, Henry, 
“DA’s office clears man who shot teen 
neighbor,” San Francisco Chronicle, 
3/17/05] McCullough may not live in a 
gated community or be able to afford 
armed bodyguards, but he has an 
inalienable right to defend himself and 
his family. 

Jeff Weise, 16, killed his 
grandfather, who happened to be a 
retired police officer, before stealing his 
guns and going on a killing spree on the 
Red Lake Indian reservation in 
Minnesota. “Everything that kid did that 
day, practically from the moment he 
walked out of his bedroom, was a 
felony,” said Joe Olson, a Hamline 
University law professor and president 
of the Gun Owners Civil Rights Alliance. 
Olson concluded, “I don’t think any 
gun-control laws would have made a 
difference.” [Diaz, Kevin, “Red Lake 
shootings ignite scant debate,” 
Sacramento Bee, 4/4/05] 

To believe that the proposed 
handgun ban would have an impact on 







handgun violence, one would have to 
assume that criminals would actually 
abide by the new law. After all, criminals 
are undoubtedly responsible for the high 
crime rates and firearm violence. 
Considering the very definition of a 
criminal, it would be hard to imagine that 
such enlightenment would occur. In fact, 
both reason and empirical research 
suggest that most criminals are 
attracted to places where they meet less 
resistance. 

Guns and Violence -A Law 
Enforcement Approach 

The proposed handgun ban 
initiative states: “The presence of 
handguns poses a significant threat to 
the safety of San Franciscans.” In 
reality, the presence of criminals in 
possession of any firearm poses a 
significant threat to the safety of all 
Americans. Guns are nothing more than 
a tool that if in the wrong hands will hurt 
innocent people. 9/11, the worst terrorist 
attack on American soil, proved that box 
cutters and deadly intentions could be 
as dangerous as almost any weapon in 
a military arsenal. 

Proactive law enforcement 
targeting crime-infested neighborhoods 
has been the most effective method in 
curbing the violence. The S.F.P.D., in 
conjunction with federal authorities, has 
established a gun task force known as 
“Triggerlock II,” a program committed to 
disarming violent criminals and reducing 
gun violence by identifying the most 
dangerous offenders and referring them 
for prosecution under state and federal 
firearm violations. [S.F.P.D. Department 
Bulletin 05-017, 2/7/05] 

When homicides in San 
Francisco surged in the first half of 
2004, the S.F.P.D. cut the homicide rate 
by 40 percent in the second half of the 
year. According to the San Francisco 
Chronicle: “The most important factor in 
the decline, police say, is authorities’ 
attempt to take those they consider the 
most violent, incorrigible criminals off 
the streets with the help of the federal 
‘Triggerlock’ law, which provides for 
prison terms of 10 years or more for 
felons who are caught with a gun.” [San 
Francisco Chronicle, 12/23/04] 

A targeted response to violent 
crime coupled with tough state 
legislation such as “Three Strikes” 
ensures that predators are not in a 
position to wreak havoc on society. The 
D.A. has made it clear that she will 
aggressively prosecute anyone using 
firearms in the commission of a crime 
and/or found to be in unlawful 


possession of a firearm. 

While the handgun ban 
initiative does a good job in 
circumventing the Second Amendment, 
it does little to address the deeper 
cultural issues of crime and violence. 
Those dedicated to public service 
understand that we need to support any 
reasonable effort to stem the tide of 
violent encounters threatening citizens 
and law enforcement alike. Flowever, 
good intentions don’t necessarily make 
good law. Disarming law-abiding 
citizens is not the answer. 

Guns and Civil Liberties 

The Pink Pistols, the largest 
national Gay, Lesbian, Bisexual, and 
Transgender organization dedicated to 
the legal, safe, and responsible use of 
firearms for self-defense, has a San 
Francisco chapter and is outraged by 
the proposed handgun ban. “The idea is 
to make the people better, so they don’t 
commit the crimes, or if you can’t do 
that, at least stop them when they do. A 
gun is the law-abiding citizen’s best tool 
to stop the criminal in his tracks,” states 
Gwen Patton, International Media 
Spokesperson for the Pink Pistols. 
[“Pink Pistols Angered, but Not 
Surprised, by SF Gun Ban Plans,” Pink 
Pistols Press Release, 1/3/05] 

San Francisco has a storied 
reputation as a stronghold of personal 
liberty. The Bill of Rights explicitly refers 
to rights of individuals, not rights of 
government. And most San Franciscans 
are not in favor of allowing government 
to be in the business of abrogating civil 
liberties. 

Furthermore there is no right to 
police protection. In DeShaney v. 
Winnebago County Dept, of Social 
Services [489 U.S. 189 (1989)], the U.S. 
Supreme Court held that the state has 
no constitutional obligation to protect 
citizens from private violence. And 
California Government Code section 
845 states, in part: “Neither a public 
entity nor a public employee is liable for 
failure to establish a police department 
or otherwise to provide police protection 
service or, if police protection service is 
provided, for failure to provide sufficient 
police protection service.” 

Since even the fastest calls for 
service (9-1-1) are measured in minutes 
rather than seconds, how does a law 
enforcement agency explain to victims 
of violent crime that the agency 
supported efforts denying them 
reasonable means of self-defense? 
That’s a tall order. 


Conclusion 

Police officers and members of 
the military would be exempt from the 
gun ban while “carrying out the functions 
of his or her government employment.” 
But does this mean that S.F.P.D. 
officers or F.B.I. agents living in San 
Francisco would be forced to leave their 
weapons at the office upon the 
completion of their shift? The danger 
associated with that scenario is 
unfathomable. And it should be noted 
that no exemption for retired members 
of our association or other law 
enforcement is stated in the proposal. 

Italian criminologist Cesare 
Beccaria wrote in 1764: “The laws that 
forbid the carrying of arms...disarm only 
those who are neither inclined nor 
determined to commit crimes. ...Such 
laws make things worse for the 
assaulted and better for the assailants; 
they serve rather to encourage than to 
prevent homicides, for an unarmed man 
may be attacked with greater confidence 
than an armed man.” [Polsby, Daniel 
and Breenen, Dennis “Taking Aim at 
Gun Control,” Heartland Policy Study, 
10/30/95] Doesn’t this ring true today? 

When we disarm honest, law- 
abiding citizens, we contribute to 
empowering criminals and endangering 
society-at-large. The S.F. Police Officers 
Association supports the right of our 
members (active and retired), 
neighbors, and law-abiding citizens in 
this city to choose reasonable means of 
self-defense while in their homes or 
businesses. We oppose Proposition H, 
the S.F. Gun Ban Initiative. 
-- POA Journal, October 2005 

Operation MOCKINGBIRD 

By Alexander Constantine 

MOCKINGBIRD was 

conceived in the late 1940s during the 
cold war, when the CIA began a 
systematic infiltration of the news 
media. In this period, the American 
intelligence services competed with 
communist activists to influence 
European labor unions. Frank Wisner, 
an undercover State Department 
Foreign Service officer, recruited 
students abroad on behalf of his Office 
of Policy Coordination. Philip Graham, 
later publisher of the Washington Post, 
was taken under Wisner's wing to direct 
the program code-named Operation 
MOCKINGBIRD. 

"By the early 1950s," writes 
former Village Voice reporter Deborah 
Davis in Katharine the Great, a 
biography of Graham's widow 
Katherine Graham, "Wisner 'owned' 
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In the beginning of change the patriot is a scarce man, brave, hated and scorned. When his cause succeeds, however, the 
timid join him, for then it costs nothing to be a patriot. - Mark Twain 





respected members of the New York 
Times, Newsweek, CBS and other 
communications vehicles, plus 
stringers, four to six hundred in all, 
according to a former CIA analyst." The 
clandestine network was overseen by 
CIA director Allen Dulles. 

Early MOCKINGBIRD 

influenced 25 newspapers and wire 
agencies to act as organs of CIA 
propaganda. Many of these were run 
by men with reactionary views, among 
them William Paley (CBS), C.D. 
Jackson (Fortune), Henry Luce (Time) 
and Arthur Hays Sulzberger (N.Y. 
Times) 

Activists curious about 
MOCKINGBIRD have been appalled to 
find FOIA documents in which CIA 
agents boast of having placed 
"important assets" inside every major 
news publication in the country. It was 
not until 1982 that the Agency openly 
admitted that reporters on the CIA 
payroll have acted as case officers to 
agents in the field. 

An abiding relationship was 
struck between the CIA and William 
Paley, a wartime colonel and the 
founder of CBS. A firm believer in "all 
forms of propaganda" to foster loyalty 
to the Pentagon, Paley hired CIA 
agents to work undercover at Allen 
Dulles' request. Paley's CIA go- 
between was Sig Mickelson, president 
of CBS News from 1954 to 1961. 

CBS-TV anchor Walter 
Cronkite, a former intelligence officer, 
and, in the immediate postwar period 
UPl's Moscow correspondent, was 
lured to CBS by Operation 
MOCKINGBIRD'S Phil Graham, 
according to Deborah Davis. 

A hydra of private foundations 
sprang up to finance the propaganda. 
One of them, Operations and Policy 
Research, Inc., received hundreds of 
thousands of dollars from the CIA 
through private foundations and trusts. 
OPR research funded a television 
series that aired in New York and 
Washington, D.C. in 1964, “Of People 
and Politics,” a "study" of the American 
political system in 21 weekly 
installments. 

In the 1950s, outlays for 
global propaganda climbed to a third of 
the CIA's covert operations budget. 
Some 3,000 salaried and contract CIA 
employees were eventually engaged in 
propaganda. The cost of disinforming 
the world cost an estimated $265 
million a year by 1978, a budget larger 
than the combined expenditures of 
Reuters, UPI and the AP news 
syndicates. 

In 1977 the Copley News 
Service admitted that it worked closely 


with the intelligence services - in fact, 
23 employees were full-time employees 
of the Agency. 

Most consumers of the 
corporate media were - and are - 
unaware of the effect that the salting of 
public opinion has on their own beliefs. 
A network anchorman in time of 
national crisis is an instrument of 
psychological warfare in the 
MOCKINGBIRD media. He is a 
creature from the national security 
sector's chamber of horrors. For this 
reason consumers of the corporate 
press have reason to examine their 
basic beliefs about government and life 
in the parallel universe of these United 
States. 

* * * 

“You could get a journalist 
cheaper than a good call girl, for a 
couple hundred dollars a month." - 
CIA operative discussing with Philip 
Graham, editor Washington Post, on 
the availability and prices of 
journalists willing to peddle CIA 
propaganda and cover stories. - 
Katherine the Great by Deborah 
Davis (New York: Sheridan Square 
Press, 1991) 

SAF Blasts Louisiana 
Newspaper 

On Oct. 17 the Baton Rouge 
Advocate editorialized against a move to 
stop the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency from imposing a 
gun ban at an evacuation site outside 
Baker, LA. The ban was part of the rules 
FEMA set down for displaced Hurricane 
Katrina victims who are moving into the 
temporary housing facility. However, 
FEMA attorneys began re-evaluating the 
rules following inquiries by Gun Week, a 
newspaper owned by the Second 
Amendment Foundation. When SAF 
learned of the ban, it threatened legal 
action. 

"Frankly," SAF director Alan 
Gottlieb said in a sharply worded letter 
to the Advocate, "I'm astonished that a 
newspaper, which owes its very 
existence to the First Amendment, is so 
quick to consider the Second 
Amendment expendable. It is 
disappointing that the press constantly 
fails to see the correlation. If you so 
easily dismiss one constitutional right, 
you might as well dismiss them all." 

— www.saf.org 


Defenseless on the Bayou 
New Orleans gun confiscation is not 
only foolish, but also illegal under 
Louisiana state law 


By Dave Kopel 

In the weeks since Hurricane 
Katrina, the government of New Orleans 
devolved from its traditional status as an 
elective kleptocracy into something far 
more dangerous: an anarcho-tyranny 
that refused to protect the public from 
criminals while preventing people from 
protecting themselves. At the orders of 
New Orleans Superintendent of Police 
P. Edwin Compass III, the New Orleans 
Police, the National Guard, the 
Oklahoma National Guard and U.S. 
Marshals began breaking into homes at 
gunpoint, confiscating lawfully-owned 
firearms and evicting the residents. 

“No one is allowed to be 
armed. We’re going to take all the 
guns,” said Compass.... 

In the rest of the city, some 
police officers abandoned their posts, 
while others joined the looting spree. 
For several days, the ones who stayed 
on the job did little to stop the looting 
that was going on right in front of them. 
To the extent that any homes or 
businesses were saved, the saviors 
were the many good citizens who 
defended their families, homes and 
businesses with their own firearms. 

[Across the Mississippi from 
New Orleans is the] city of Algiers. The 
New Orleans Times-Picayune detailed 
how dozens of neighbors in one part of 
Algiers had formed a militia. After a car¬ 
jacking and an attack on a home by 
looters, the neighborhood recognized 
the need for a common defense; they 
shared firearms, took turns on patrol 
and guarded he elderly. 

Although the initial looting had 
resulted in a gun battle, once the patrols 
began, the militia never had to fire a 
shot. 

The good gun-owning citizens 
of New Orleans and surrounding areas 
ought to be thanked for helping to save 
some of their city. Instead they 
victimized by a new round of home 
invasions and looting - government- 
organized - for the purpose of firearms 
confiscation. 

- America’s 1 st Freedom, Nov. 2005 

Bohemian Grove Fact Sheet 

What is the Bohemian Grove? 

The Bohemian Grove is a 2700 
acre redwood forest, located in Monte 
Rio, CA. It contains accommodation for 
2000 people to "camp" in luxury. It is 
owned by the Bohemian Club. 

What is the Bohemian Club? 

The Bohemian Club is a private 
all male club headquartered in the 
Bohemian building in San Francisco. It 
was formed in 1872 by men who sought 




shelter from the frontier culture (or lack 
of culture). 

Who are the present 
members? 

Rich and powerful men, mostly 
of this country. Some artists are allowed 
to join (often at reduced rates), because 
of their social status and entertainment 
value. The membership list has included 
every Republican president (as well as 
some Democrats) since 1923, many 
cabinet officials, and directors & CEOs 
of large corporations, including major 
financial institutions. The members stay 
in different camps at the Grove, which 
have varying status levels. Members 
and frequent guests of the most 
prestigious camp (Mandalay) include: 
Henry Kissinger, George Shultz, S. D. 
Bechtel, Jr., Thomas Watson Jr. (IBM), 
Phillip Hawley (B of A), William Casey 
(CIA), and Ralph Bailey (Dupont). 
George Bush resides in a less 
prestigious camp (Hillbillies) with A. W. 
Clausen (World Bank), Walter Cronkite, 
and William F. Buckley. 

What businesses are 
represented? 

Major military contractors, oil 
companies, banks (including the Federal 
Reserve), utilities (including nuclear 
power), and national media (broadcast 
and print) have high-ranking officials as 
members or guests. You should note 
that most of the above industries 
depend heavily on a relationship with 
government for their profitability. 

What activities take place at 
the Grove? 

The grove is the site of a two 
week retreat every July (as well as other 
smaller get-togethers throughout the 
year). At these retreats, the members 
commune with nature in a truly original 
way. They drink heavily from morning 
through the night, bask in their freedom 
to urinate on the redwoods, and perform 
pagan rituals (including the "Cremation 
of Care", in which the members wearing 
red-hooded robes, cremate a coffin 
effigy of "Dull Care" at the base of a 40 
foot owl altar). Some (20%) engage in 
homosexual activity (but few of them 
support gay rights or AIDS research). 
They watch (and participate in) plays 
and comedy shows in which women are 
portrayed by male actors. Although 
women are not allowed in the Grove, 
members often leave at night to enjoy 
the company of the many prostitutes 
who come from around the world for this 
event. Employees of the Grove have 
said that no verbal description can 
accurately portray the bizarre behavior 
of the Grove's inhabitants. 

Besides this type of merriment, 
the annual gathering serves as an 
informational clearing house for the 


elite. The most powerful men in the 
country do their "networking" here, 
despite the Grove's motto "weaving 
spiders come not here" (don't do 
business in the Grove). At these 
gatherings men representing the 
government, military-industrial, and 
financial sectors meet and make major 
policy decisions. The Manhattan project, 
which produced the first atomic bombs, 
was conceived at the Grove in 1942. 
Other decisions made at the Grove 
include who our presidential candidates 
will be. There are speeches, known as 
"Lakeside Talks", wherein high-ranking 
officials disseminate information which 
is not available to the public-at-large. 

What's not right about this? 

When powerful people work 
together, they become even more 
powerful. The Grove membership is 
wealthy, and becoming more so, while 
the middle class is steadily becoming 
poorer. This close-knit group determines 
whether prices rise or fall (by their 
control of the banking system, money 
supply, and markets), and they make 
money whichever way markets 
fluctuate. They determine what our 
rights are and which laws have effect, 
by appointing judges. They decide who 
our highest officials shall be by 
consensus among themselves, and then 
sell candidates to us via the media 
which they own. Important issues and 
facts are omitted from discussion in the 
press, or slanted to suit their goals, but 
they are discussed frankly at the Grove. 
Is there true democracy when so much 
power is concentrated in so few hands? 
Is there any real difference between the 
public and private sectors when cabinet 
members come from the boardrooms of 
large corporations? Is the spending of 
billions on weapons, which are by 
consensus no longer needed, really the 
will of the people? Or is it the will of 
General Electric, General Dynamics, 
and the other weapons contractors 
represented at the Grove? 

What can I do to make a 
difference? 

Educate yourself about the 
Grove and its inhabitants, and the true 
nature of the power structure in the 
world. Then educate your friends. Since 
most major newspapers and broadcast 
stations are owned by "insiders", be 
wary of everything you hear in the 
press. If you can, participate in protest 
activities during the July retreat. 

How do I get more information 
about the Grove? 

Contact: Bohemian Grove 

Action Network, P.O. Box 296, 
Occidental CA 95465. A $5 donation to 
cover costs is requested. 


A Threat from “National 
Heritage Areas” 

Based on the testimony of A. 
Durand Jones, the Deputy Director for 
the National Park Service at a March 30, 
2004 congressional hearing, it would 
appear private property owners can rest 
easy if their lands become targeted as a 
National Heritage Area. That, however, 
would be folly. 

First, some background. The 
NPS with state and local entities have 
created 24 NHAs encompassing 
160,000 square miles of mostly privately 
owned lands since 1984. Advocates say 
NHAs are needed to preserve areas of 
cultural, historical, natural, and scenic 
significance. The claim is that the 
federal government does not retain 
authority over the declared lands; that it 
is retained by the individual property 
owners. 

This claim holds true only if you 
believe private property rights are 
Constitutionally guaranteed and cannot 
be arbitrarily taken away or tampered 
with. Some might add they are God- 
given. But NHAs pose a grave threat to 
these fundamental rights. 

The implementation of NHAs 
supposedly creates a friendly 
partnership between local, state and 
federal entities to manage lands, where 
interested parties -- environmentalists, 
non-government organizations, 

individuals or bureaucracies — suggest 
to Congress properties that should be 
preserved for some supposed benefit of 
our nation. Congress then helps fund 
these NHAs; partnering NHA entities are 
responsible for matching these federal 
contributions. 

Repeatedly emphasized by 
NHA advocates is that the main role of 
the federal government is as consultant 
to the other involved entities; that private 
property owners retain their private 
property rights. The NPS controls the 
purse strings for federal disbursements. 

See the incompatibility? Those 
with the power to fund also hold the 
power to decide the circumstances 
under which the funding will be granted. 
In other words, if the federal government 
wants zoning laws or land use plans, it 
has a powerful means of enacting this 
NHA agenda via the threat of withheld 
funds. 

NHA designation depends 
entirely on individual interpretation of 
what constitutes “national significance. 
This specter could ostensibly lead to the 
argument that every acre of property in 
the United States is historically or 
culturally important and must be 
preserved, i.e. publicly managed for the 
greater good of our country’s heritage. 




For an example of this ill- 
defined term, just look to Tennessee. 
The entire State is a declared NHA! 
That bears repeating: The entire State 
of Tennessee is a National Heritage 
Area and has been since Nov. 12, 1996. 
Taxpayers from every other State help 
preserve the “national significance” of 
Tennessee to the tune of $10 million, 
spread over a 13-year period. 

Virginia saw some heavy Civil 
War action. Should this State, too, be a 
declared NHA? Or better yet, how about 
the entire 12-state geographical region 
of the South? 

The General Accounting Office 
recently reported that “No systematic 
process is in place to identify qualified 
candidate sites and designate them as 
national heritage areas." 

At the March 30 Congressional 
hearing NPS Deputy Director Jones 
said, “We have a formal 
recommendation for determining 
significance,” predictably testifying in 
favor of NHAs. 

This “formal recommendation” 
is a draft bill that promises to both clarify 
the means by which NHAs can be 
declared and to protect the rights of 
private property owners. This promise is 
empty, as analysis of the draft text 
reveals. 

Suggested criteria include 
determining if an area “has an 
assemblage of natural, historic, or 
cultural resources that together tell a 
nationally important story” or “represents 
distinctive landscapes and aspects of 
our American heritage worthy of 
recognition, conservation, interpretation 
and continuing use.” 

What area of our nation 

doesn’t? 

Here’s another guideline: if the 
area “reflects traditions, customs, beliefs 
and folk life that are a valuable part of 
the national story." 

Again, what area of our nation 

doesn't? 

With criteria like that even the 
least experienced Green could come up 
with a feasibility study proving the so- 
called necessity for NHA declaration. 

And where’s the language that 
respects private property? A 1992 
Interior Department investigation of NHA 
declarations in Maine concluded the 
NPS “may have violated the property 
rights of over 2,800 private landowners” 
for failing to inform them their lands 
were the focus of a NHA study. 

Considering the known 
deceitful practices of NPS, the status of 
Tennessee and the loose wording of this 
draft proposal, perhaps we should 
counter this trend of infringements with 
a return to our true national history. 


The Founders did not intend 
that property rights be traded among 
special interest and government groups 
at whim, but are rather were to be 
protected by the Constitution against the 
grasp of radical Greens and pandering 
politicians. 

By Cheryl K. Chumley, 
American Policy Center, a grassroots 
activist think tank in Warrenton, Va. 
www.americanpolicy.org 

Ed.: the “Crossroads of the 
American Revolution NHA” affects 
private property in seven N.J. counties. 

Where Are the Sons of 
Liberty? 

by Norman S. Ream 

One has difficulty imagining 
Americans in our day reacting as did the 
18th-century colonial Americans. 
Oppressive and restrictive laws may 
annoy us, but overall we are so affluent 
we would rather do nothing that would 
imperil our ease and comfort. Over the 
past several decades we have had our 
liberties slowly but surely abridged, and 
most Americans are unaware of or 
indifferent to how much liberty they have 
lost. We may murmur occasionally at 
legislative or administrative decisions 
that further curtail our liberty, but it is 
very unlikely we would revolt as did the 
Americans of 1776, or as did the Sons 
of Liberty in 1773 when they dumped 
the tea into Boston Harbor. 

Where are the Sons of Liberty 
today? We are not without hope. 
Freedom, the most basic right granted 
mankind by God, has been burned into 
the minds of men throughout the history 
of all civilized society. It remains 
unquenchable, and when its lack 
becomes intolerable, men and women 
will rise up and demand its rebirth. 

Barbara Tuchman, in an article 
in the American Scholar (Autumn 1980), 
puts it this way: We cannot reckon the 
better impulses predominating in the 
world, only that they will always appear. 

The strongest of these in 
history, summoner of the best in man, 
has been zeal for liberty. Time after time 
in some spot somewhere on the globe, 
people have risen in what Swinburne 
called the "divine right of insurrection" - 
to overthrow despots, repel alien 
conquerors, achieve independence, and 
so it will be until the day power ceases 
to corrupt - which, I think, is not a near 
expectation. 

Where are the Sons (and 
Daughters) of Liberty? They are among 
us yet today and always will be. Their 
numbers are growing. One day they will 
be successful once more in demanding 
the end of selfish power-seeking, the 


end of government by special interests, 
the end of socialism and centralization 
of power, and the renewal of freedom 
under God. 

— Dr. Ream, served for many 
years as pastor of the First 
Congregational Church, Wauwatosa, 
Wisconsin. Published in The Freeman, 
October 1990 

Honoring the Fallen 

By Cindy Sheehan 

Yesterday started off with a 
"bang" when we went to Arlington 
Cemetery to lay a wreath where the Iraq 
War dead are buried. In our group were 
three other members of Gold Star 
Families for Peace. 

First of all, I was followed by 
the Park Police. I guess because I am a 
very dangerous subversive. I would 
never hurt a flea, but what I am 
dangerous to is the lies and corruption 
of our government. 

Secondly, Juan Torres, Beatriz 
Saldivar and Julie Cuniglio, who have all 
had loved ones killed in Iraq, had 
brought pictures of their dead loved 
ones. We were told by the 
administration of the cemetery that they 
couldn't take the pictures into the 
cemetery because they were "political 
statements!!" We were stunned that 
pictures of our children who have been 
killed for lies and betrayals and for 
purely political reasons can't be shown 
in a cemetery that supposedly honors 
those who have served. We are living in 
a state that kills our children then calls 
them political statements. That speaks 
volumes to the chicken hawks who we 
are allowing to ruin our country. 

We headed to the vigil at the 
White House for our hours-long wait in 
the freezing cold. There was a man 
there who had several signs, one which 
said: "Saddam loves Cindy." He didn't 
care that Rumsfeld was buddy, buddy 
with Saddam and gave him or sold him 
tons of WMDs before he became our 
enemy. I told this man that he didn't 
bother me, and he told me I don't bother 
him either. Well, why then did he make 
signs and march for hours screaming 
that I kill our soldiers? We found out 
why. He was making $60 an hour to do 
so from some right wing group. He said 
he would switch signs if we gave him 
more money. 

At 7:30 p.m. about 100 patriots 
symbolically died in front of the White 
House. Then 26 of us refused to get up 
and were arrested. As usual, the Park 
Police were very polite and efficient and 
many whisper words of support and 
encouragement to us. 




When I was being processed 
out, the Lieutenant warned me if I got 
arrested again I may have to stay in jail 
until January since this was my second 
arrest. 

I appreciate the warning, but I 
plan on doing Civil Disobedience again 
this evening. I cannot live freely in a 
country where people are allowed to 
commit murder and roam free to commit 
more mayhem while other people who 
are exercising their first amendment 
rights to free speech are locked up in 
jail. I cannot live freely in a country 
where others are allowed to lie to 
retaliate against a person who had the 
temerity to challenge previous lies. I 
cannot live freely in a country where 
bereaved family members aren't allowed 
to carry pictures of their murdered loved 
ones into a national cemetery. 

If I go before a magistrate 
tonight or tomorrow after my next arrest, 

I will tell him/her: If you believe in what 
you are doing, give me the stiffest 
sentence possible. If you don't, then 
resign. 

Peace soon. 

Truthout Perspective Oct. 27, 2005 

Thumbs Up, Thumbs Down on 
John Stossel 

John Stossel has long been 
one of the few voices of liberty and 
reason in the mainstream media. His 
ABC News specials and 20/20 
segments have consistently taken 
strong positions for the Bill of Rights. 

Stossel's special, "Lies, Myths 
and Downright Stupidity: Stossel's List 
of Popularly Reported Misconceptions" 
was a good show, in which this 
crusading libertarian busted all manner 
of myths from "Getting cold can give you 
a cold" to "Republicans shrink the 
government" and "The rich don't pay 
their fair share of taxes." 

Myth #3 was "Guns are bad." 

In his published commentary, 
based on the broadcast, Stossel said, 
"Some maximum security felons I spoke 
to in New Jersey scoffed at measures 
like the Brady law. They said they'll have 
no trouble getting guns if they want 
them. A Justice Department study 


confirmed what the prisoners said. But 
get this: the felons say that the thing 
they fear the most is not the police, not 
time in prison, but, you, another 
American who might be armed." 

It's great to finally hear that 
simple truth in the mainstream media. 

Unfortunately, Stossel went on 
to promote the "virtues" of concealed 
carry laws, saying: "[Mjany states are 
passing gun un-control. They're allowing 
citizens to carry guns with them; it's 
called concealed carry or right to carry. 
Some women say they're comforted by 
these laws. 

"Many people are horrified at 
the idea of concealed carry laws, and 
predict mayhem if all states adopt these 
laws. 

"But surprise, 36 states already 
have concealed carry laws, and not one 
reported an upsurge in gun crime." 

While Stossel is 100 percent 
right that concealed carry does not 
increase crime (and he could have 
added that it decreases violent 
crime), we hotly disagree that 
"allowing" citizens to carry guns is 
"gun un-control." 

Concealed carry permits are 
simply another, and more insidious, 
form of government control of arms. Mr. 
Stossel needs to read JPFO's article 
"The 'Good' News, the Bad News, and 
the Truth About Concealed Carry 
Permits.” 

This article makes it clear that 
government-issued permits 

"allowing" people to bear arms are an 
infringement on fundamental rights. 
You have a right to defend your life. 
That's G-d's law. 

Permits — a revocable 
privilege from the state — replace G- 
d's law with man's law. Second, 
permits are a dangerous form of 
"gun-owner registration." 

Mr. Stossel also needs to view 
our video documentary, "Innocents 
Betrayed," which shows how even such 
"reasonable" measures as permits help 
enable genocide. The prospective 
victims report themselves as being gun 
owners. Then when the time comes, the 
genocidal government knows exactly 
where to go to confiscate all civilian 


arms. -- Jews for the Preservation of 
Firearms Ownership 

CBS News "looking into it" 

CBS News' ethical standards 
are being challenged after veteran 
reporter Mike Wallace's appearance at 
an anti-gun Brady Center fund-raiser in 
Washington, D.C., last month. 

At the event at the French 
Embassy, Wallace played a clip of his 
"60 Minutes" interview with then-NRA 
president Charlton Heston, whom he 
described as the "self-righteous enemy 
of the Jim and Sarah Brady Bunch," 
reported radio host Cam Edwards at 
NRANews.com . 

Edwards said that afterwards, 
Wallace mocked Heston by holding up 
his hands, as if holding a rifle, and 
saying, "in my dead hands ... remember 
when he used to hold up ... " as the 
crowd tittered. 

Wallace told event honoree Art 
Buchwald he gave a $250 contribution 
to the Brady Center. 

NRANews.com sent a letter to 
the CBS News weblog, asking if the 
appearance comported with the 
network's policies. 

CBS News Public Eye blogger 
Vaughn Ververs said he spoke with 
Linda Mason, a CBS senior vice 
president, who said: "We allow CBS 
correspondents to speak at various 
functions and occasionally show video. 
We have strict regulations that if a CBS 
correspondent becomes identifiable with 
one side of a controversial issue, they 
will not be allowed to cover that issue in 
the future." 

Ververs said he asked Mason 
whether Wallace's appearance made 
him "identifiable" with the gun-control 
cause. She replied, "we're looking into it 
to determine" that. 

- WorldNetDaily Oct. 15, 2005 
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